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In doing so, I am following the lead as well of Lévi-Strauss (1963 and 1966) in his work on totemism. However, I propose to take the analysis further in the direction of &dquo;markedness theory&dquo;, as developed by the Prague School linguists, and to investigate the kinds of markedness relations operative within food taboo systems. I will also be proposing some universal implicational laws for these systems. Finally, I will be considering a general hypothesis -not as yet by any means adequately verified -about the relationship between the animal world, insofar as it is used to furnish sign vehicles, and the system of social categories constituting the entities signalled. Here I build upon Levi-Strauss' &dquo;only slightly imaginary&dquo; Osage example.
I must stress that my analysis is a structuralist analysis (albeit &dquo;structuralism&dquo; of a Praguean sort). Consequently, I focus (1) not on the specific class of animal chosen as sign vehicle, but on the relationship between those classes, and (2) not on the specific social grouping for whose members some food is tabooed, but on the relations between those groupings. This should be kept in mind in evaluating just how useful a semiotic approach of this sort is in illuminating the phenomenon of food taboos.2 2 2. The semiotic framework I sketch here briefly the rudiments of a semiotic approach to edibility codes. As conceptualized within semiotic theory, food taboos are a specific type of sign, which Peirce (1940, pp. 107-111) called an &dquo;index&dquo;. This is one of the types within his trichotomy of signs, the other two being the &dquo;icon&dquo; and &dquo;symbol&dquo;. Indexical signalling, in contrast with iconic and symbolic signalling, involves some necessary physical or spatio-temporal connection between sign vehicle and entity signalled,3 for socially constituted indices, a &dquo;rule of use&dquo; (Silverstein, 1976, pp. 25-26) . In the case of two causally connected events, the effect indexes the cause. In the case of socially constituted indices, the instance or &dquo;token&dquo; of use indexes the situation or condition that &dquo;presupposes&dquo;4 it. An This is where Prague markedness theory comes into play. Originally developed by Trubetzkoy (1939) for analyzing phonological systems, markedness principles can nevertheless be extended to an analysis of indexical signalling systems, such as the system of food taboos. Trubetzkoy distinguished between types of markedness relations, most significantly, between so-called &dquo;privative&dquo; and &dquo;equipollent&dquo; marking. By &dquo;privative marking&dquo;, he meant a binary contrast distinguishing phonemes by means of the presence ( + ) versus absence (-) of some feature, e.g., a contrast between phonemes /b/ and /p/ based upon presence versus absence of the feature &dquo;voice&dquo;. &dquo;Equipollent marking&dquo;, in contrast, involves the differentiation of phonemes by means of two or more features, contrasting with one another as positive marks, e.g., points of articulation. Jakobson (e.g., Jakobson and Waugh, 1979) Taylor (1979) b) The Cashinahua system K.M. Kensinger (1979) operative (large/medium/small), but this cross-cuts the habitat distinction, and appears not to be relevant to the problems at hand.
In any case, while finer distinctions are made at the lower end of this hierarchy, e.g., within the mobile edible terrestrial and aerial classes a distinction between predatory (birds of prey and felines) and non-predatory, it is primarily with the upper levels that the food taboo system is concerned. Fig. 6 provides a sketch of the Shokleng animal classification scheme. From an inspection of Fig. 3 , it is evident that the non-overlapping signal bundles are /2/, /4/, and /5/. /5/ (snakes and lizards) is associated with the mobile inedible class, and we may locate the appropriateness of selecting species from this taxonomic level in the fact that this taboo applies to the Shokleng/non-Shokleng contrast; the other subsystems are subcategorizations of &dquo;Shokleng&dquo; only. As regards /2/ and /4/, they are respectively linked with the terrestrial and aerial subclasses of the mobile edible class. Hence, they represent hierarchically appropriate selections. Missing only at this taxonomic level is a signal bundle drawn from the aquatic class. There is a corresponding gap in the social hierarchy, viz., the moiety subsystem, which has no associated non-overlapping signal bundle. In this regard, it is of special interest that we find evidence in oral tradition of a former prohibition on certain kinds of fish. Unfortunately, I was unable to ascertain whether this prohibition applied just within the moiety subsystem. In any case, it is evident that the constraints of proposition 3a are fully met. (Slater, 1975, p. 296 However, I believe that something resembling this contrast may be operative in the interlocked male/female contrast and in the moiety opposition. Examining the latter, we see that the eagle hawk (or wedge-tailed eagle) is prohibited for boys, whereas the brown hawk is prohibited for girls.28 A striking contrast appears in the ornithological descriptions of these'birds; whereas the eagle hawk is invariably described as &dquo;soaring&dquo;, remarks are often made about the slow or even &dquo;lazy&dquo; flight of the brown hawk: &dquo;it flies slowly and heavily, rather than in the dashing falcon manner&dquo; (Pizzey, 1966, p.84) . Thus, an active/passive contrast may well be operative here. Certainly, a case could be made for considering the echidna (a nocturnal porcupine-like creature) a &dquo;passive&dquo; animal; it responds, when surprised, by burrowing. In contrast, the podargus is a nocturnal (frogmouth) bird that actively pursues -though typically on the ground -beetles, larvae, and small mammals. It could thus readily be classified as &dquo;active&dquo; .29
Some kindred distinction may well be operative at the moiety level, though I would tend to code this distinction under a &dquo;pois-498 ing&dquo;/&dquo;non-poising&dquo; contrast. By a poising species, I mean one whose members can be regularly seen in states of idleness or immobility (basking, perching, and so forth). A non-poising species is thus one whose members are regularly seen actively moving about.3° Thus, the Kirarawa moiety species tend to be poising, engaging in basking (carpet snake and lace lizard), standing in shallow water (pelican), and perching (crow). The Matthurie moiety species tend to be non-poising, engaging in constant swimming (black swan and wild duck), constant foraging (emu and wild turkey), and quick movements and roaming (dingo). Even the cicada is a constant mover when in the proximity of humans: &dquo;they keep an eye on the observer and sidle round the branch they are on like a tree-creeper, staying out of view&dquo; (Hughes, 1975, p.78) . From this perspective, however, the water hen poses some problems. Judging from moiety affiliation, it should be a &dquo;poising&dquo; creature; yet the ornithological sources provide no firm support for this view.
In any case, the taxonomy suggested by markedness relationsthough as yet still unconfirmed by ethnography -is sketched in Fig. 7 :
Arabanna animal classification scheme (hypothesized) As regards the over-lapping signals, emu and wild turkey, Maddock (1975) has argued that the emu anyway is an anomaly within the classification scheme employed by the Dalabon of south Arnhem Land. A similar argument could certainly be made for wild turkey, though in Arabanna the flightless character of these 499 &dquo;birds&dquo; would seem less relevant. One wonders instead whether they may not be ambiguous rather with respect to the waterhole/non-waterhole contrast. Only a more careful ethnographic description could reveal this, but we may entertain it, for the present, as a hypothesis.
We thus have here a kind of attempted &dquo;prediction&dquo; -albeit one necessitating for confirmation research and reconstructionthat is based entirely on a principle extrapolated from the markedness relations within one system, that of the Shokleng. As regards the basic contrast, waterhole/non-waterhole, the correlation seems much too striking for chance, and it does seem to confirm the principle. (Wagley, 1977, pp.102-103 7. With exception of the name-recruited "class" system, which I have elsewhere (Urban, 1978) (Urban, 1978) (Urban, 1978) for the operation of these contrasts at the action-system level. They are associated with distinct action types, i.e., methods used in the procurement of these species.
24. In this respect, it resembles /2/, which contains both predatory (feline) and non-predatory species within the mobile edible terrestrial class. This is so despite the fact that it is distinctive. I will argue shortly, however, that this inclusion is in fact well-motivated.
25. This is because they differentiate "distinctively" the totemic from the age grade subsystem at Level-II. 26. Thus, cicadas are widely distributed, but among their principal habitats are notably swamps and riverbeds (Miller, 1971, p. 146 
